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16 April 1946 


MEMORANDUR FOR THE DIRECTOR 


SUBTECT: C.P.8. Action on the Proposed Revision of €,1.G, Admint- 
strativa Order Mo. 3%, 


_ REFERENCES; (a) Kemorandun, 1 April 1946, “Revision of the Proposed 
Orgasization of the Central Leports Staff." 
(>) Hemorandum, % April 1946, "Revision of 6.1.4. 
Administrative Order Bo: 2." 
(a) ©.P.8. Memorandum, 12 April 1946, "Proposed Revi- 
aion of 0,I.G, Administrative Order Bo. 3.4 


1. Om Monday, 1 April, I submitted Reference (a) to you, 
having previously laid it before the Council fer information and 
somment. The membere of the Council were favorably disposed toward 
the memorandum, except the representative of the ¢.°.5., who was 
aet-committal, After Siscussion, you gave your approval. 


8, On Tuaaday, 2 April, before the Gouncil's weekly meeting 
ith you, I was given a copy of a C.P.S,. memorandum to you recon- 
mending thet action on Reference (a) be deferred pending « detailed. 
atudy of the subject by .F,.5. It eppeared to me that this memo- 
fastium showed both a complete lack of realism in C.P,.5. regarding 
the subject and a dieposition on the part of ©.P.5, to intrade in 
the internal agatapasrayics of supposedly coordinate subdivisions of 
.1.4, 


4, Is order to confirm the decision of 1 April I raised the 
fesue of the 0.7.5. memorandum in the Council's meeting with you, 
ent there was lengthy discussion of both my proposals regarding 
CRS. end the relationship of C.P.5. to the coordinate subdivisions 
of C,Y,G. At the concluelon of the meeting I understeod your @eci+ 
gion to be} , 


g That you approved in principle my retommendationa re- 
garding C,R.8, 


%. That I should draft a revieion of C.1,6, Administrative 
Order No. 3 ta accomplish the decision teken, 


whey 
onde, 


inky OCOGSL 
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g ‘Theat my draft should be referred to ©.P.%. fer review, 
not with respect to the merits of your decision, but with reapect 
te whether, as a drafteman, I hed expressed it adequately. 


4, My draft, Reference (b) was submitted next day, * April, 
ahd was referred to C.P.5. Despite the well advertised urgency of 
the matter, it appears that C.P.S. gave it no consideration what- 
ever until 12 April, when I inquired why no action had been taken. 
fhe matter wee then referred to an officer who had act participated 
in the previous discussions of the subject and, indeed, had not even 
been informed of them, (He Spherhone’ we on the evening of 12 Aprii 
te inquire about 14.) Mevertheless, the C.P.3. report, Reference 
{o), ie dated 12 April. My poiat here is that, despite the delay 
of sine dsya, 14 cannot be pretended that the C.P,3. report is based 
on any thorough inquiry into the realities of the subject or upon 
profound study. It is distinctly uninformed and impromptu. 


7 #. Reference (c} exceeds my understanding of the terms of t4 
reference to 0.7.8. by arguing against your decision of ten days 
before. The points raised in paragraph 2 can be answered readily, 
as follows: 


@ ‘Tale point ie not a criticism of the proposed revi- 
sien, but of the original Order itself, since the terms on which it 
bears are identical in both texts. Consequently 1t is an argument 
fer rather then against revision. I would consider the matter in- 
plicit, but if it is considered necessary to make it explirit it 
Gen yaadily be included in the proposed revision. — 

Rh. The criticien suggests an unorganised mass of 60-add 
people, whereas the propose? text expressly provides that they shall 
be organized, without prescribing a detailed form of organization, 
Therein the text ie certainly consonant with the discuesion and deeci- 
sien of 2 April, If the ©.F,§, could approve, ae it did, the Order 
adopted today with respect to the Administrative Division, it cannot 
eonsistently raide this point with respect to C.R.3, 


_ «Fhe necessity for the paper was set forth in Reference 
(a} and in the discussions on 1 and 2 April, of which the author of 
Reference {c) was unfortunately ignorant, 


. 6. The course of action recommended in Reference (c) not only 
files in the face of C,P,S,'s own arguments in para, 2 thereof, but 
eonpletely misses the point of the proposed revision. It would 
actually give the Chief, C.2.5., the ilberty of action sought, with- 
eut regerd to the points made in 2g and 2b, but would do so by means 
ef unpublicized lnetructions, Personnel requisitioning for the 
6,8,5, ie considerably more complex than for the €.P.3, It may be 
en that account that the 6.°.5, is unable to appreciate the confusion 
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which might reasonably ensue in the Departments on receipt of per- 
sonnel requisitions on a regional basis without any action reseind- 
ing certain parts of C.1.G. Admisiatrative Order Bo. 3%. 


@, The constructive advice of the .P.8, with respect to the 
ergealention and operation of the C.FR.S, would certainiy be welcome, 
Phe attitude which it hes taken, without any grasp of the realities, 
hes been of nore hindrance thea help in an already difficult aitua- 
tion, The C.P.S. has mufficient business of ita own to cccupy its 
time, without undertaking obetructive interference in the orgeniza- 
tion and operctionn of coordinate subdivisions of C.1,%. 


8. Recommendations: 


&- That the C.P.8. be discharged from further considera- 
tion of the proposed revision of ¢,1.G. Administrative Order Mo. 7. 


2. That the proposed revision be approved, subject to 
editorial revision by the Secretary, F.1.A. 


g. That, asa matter of prectiea, matters involving the 
internal adminiatration of coordinate gubdiviatons of the CIC be 


not referred to the €.P.5. except when issues of aajor policy are 
lavelved. 


LODWELL L. MONTAGUE 
doting Chief, c.2.5. 


so ew 
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